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Abstract 
Previous research has suggested that dual and superordinate identities are prerequisites of collective 
action among minority group members, but they can also be associated with greater acceptance of 
the ingroup’s disadvantaged position. In this three-wave study among Ingrian Finnish migrants 
from Russia to Finland (N = 153T1 – 85T3), we tested the indirect association between superordinate 
national identification (T1) and support for collective action (T3), via perceived permeability of 
group boundaries (T2). Support for collective action was operationalized as one’s personal 
willingness, and the perceived need of the Russian-speaking community, to engage in it. When 
controlling for the direct association between Russian minority identification and support for 
collective action, perceived permeability was shown to mediate the negative association between 
Finnish national identification and support for community’s collective action. Thus, being close to 
the majority may make immigrants perceive group boundaries as more permeable and be less 
inclined to improve their group’s position. 
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The ironic effect of national identification on support for collective action 
 
Introduction 
Previous research has suggested that not only subgroup, but also superordinate identification is 
needed for the politicization of immigrants in the form of collective action (e.g., Klandermans, 
2002; Simon & Grabow, 2010). Namely, it has been argued that only by virtue of their membership 
in broader community are subgroup members entitled to societal support for their claims (Simon & 
Klandermans, 2001, p. 326; see also Wenzel, 2000). However, some studies have also suggested 
that this is not always the case. Ironically, dual identification can lead to accepting the ingroup’s 
disadvantaged position—especially under certain social or political conditions (Klandermans, van 
der Toorn, & van Stekelenburg, 2008). In one recent example, Wiley and colleagues (2014) found 
in their study among Latin immigrants in the United States that dual Latino and American 
identification was not associated with collective action when exclusionist policies were made 
salient. Another line of empirical research has suggested that while strong subordinate identification 
seems to promote collective action (Klandermans, 2002; Van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 2008), 
common superordinate identification is responsible for making disadvantaged group members 
accept prevailing inequalities instead of engaging in collective action (Jaśko & Kossowska, 2013; 
Ufkes, 2014). Dixon, Durrheim, Kerr and Thomae (2013) have pointed out that the process of re-
categorization is central for superordinate identification: along with recategorization, subgroups are 
seen within the same superordinate category and the perceived permeability of group boundaries is 
increased (for discussion, see Martinovic & Verkuyten, 2014). In this study, we propose that the 
perceived permeability of group boundaries is a key factor that explains the attenuating effect of 
national superordinate identification on support for collective action.  
According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), characteristics of social 
structures, such as the permeability of group boundaries, affect people’s inclination to protest. 
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However, there is still not much research conducted outside of laboratory settings that would assess 
the significance of these quite abstract structural factors on people’s willingness to engage in 
collective action (for a similar notion, see Van Stekelenburg & Klandermans, 2013). Thus, in this 
study we focus on perceived permeability and utilize a longitudinal real-life sample of Ingrian 
Finns, ethnic migrants from Russia to Finland. We suggest that immigrants’ perceptions of group 
boundaries largely reflect their social identities, which develop and change over the course of the 
acculturation process. Further, we expect these perceptions of permeability to account for their 
willingness to engage in and support collective action benefitting the ingroup.  
Ingrian Finns are descendants of ethnic Finns who emigrated from Finland to Russia 
between the 17th and the beginning of the 20th century. After the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
Russian nationals of Finnish descent and their family members gained the right to migrate to 
Finland. This accounts for much of Finland’s rapidly increasing Russian-speaking population; 23 
per cent of all non-native Finnish, Swedish or Sami speakers speak Russian as their mother tongue 
(Statistics Finland, 2014). The status of Ingrian Finns has been found to be relatively higher than 
that of other immigrants from Russia to Finland (Liebkind et al., 2004), but due to their relative 
mononlingualism in Russian, Ingrian Finns are often treated as Russians by the Finnish majority 
and consequently suffer from prejudice and discrimination like other Russian-speaking groups in 
the country (see, e.g., Varjonen, Arnold, & Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2013)1.  
Although ethnic migrants often face rejection and questioning of their identity, their  
identification with host nationals is typically high, and being treated as a full member of the society 
is typically expected (Tartakovsky, 2008; Mähönen & Jasinskaja-Lahti, 2013). Also, due to their 
preparations before migration (e.g., taking an obligatory language and cultural course provided by 
Finnish authorities), it is plausible that these migrants may see boundaries as relatively permeable. 
Importantly, to have an effect, it is not necessary that the boundaries are seen as totally permeable. 
                                                          
1 Because of this, and because of the transnational ties these diaspora migrants have, we focus in the present study on 
their Russian (and not Ingrian Finnish ) minority identification. 
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A classic study by Wright, Taylor and Moghaddam (1990) showed that—even under conditions of 
only very slight permeability—disadvantaged group members refrain from collective action and 
take up individual strategies of social mobility. Thus, we propose that Ingrian Finnish migrants’ 
high level of identification with the national majority is reflected in a higher degree of perceived 
possibilities of being treated as ‘one of us’ by majority group members, which in turn is associated 
with lower levels of support for collective action on behalf of immigrants from Russia. 
In this three-wave study, we test the indirect association between immigrants’ 
superordinate identification and their support for collective action. Based on the previous research 
presented above, we expect that Finnish national identification at T1 will be indirectly associated 
with lower levels of collective action at T3, via the perceived permeability of group boundaries at 
T2 (H1), when controlling for the level of perceived permeability at T1. Optimally, testing of 
causality would have required a control for T2 collective action, but in this study, support for 
collective action was not measured before T3. Acknowledging that previous research has found 
strong subordinate identification to promote collective action (Klandermans, 2002), we also test for 
the direct positive association between Russian minority identification at T1 and support for 
collective action at T3 (H2). With regard to our DV, when predicting collective action with 
identification, effect sizes have been shown to be stronger for attitudinal measures of collective 
action as compared to measures of action intentions and behaviour (Van Zomeren et al., 2008). In 
addition, we argue that, especially when studying recent immigrants who are not politically 
organized, also attitudes towards the collective action of the minority community should be 
assessed—not solely personal willingness to engage in collective action. Thus, we simultaneously 
predict two types of attitudes towards collective action: personal willingness to engage in collective 
action and perceived need of the community to engage in it. However, we refrain from formulating 
separate hypotheses for these two dependent variables. The hypothesized model is presented in 
Figure 1. 
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--- 
Insert Figure 1 about here 
--- 
Method 
Participants  
We use data from the three post-migration waves of the four-wave INPRES/LADA2 research 
program, which examines the acculturation process of Ingrian Finns starting from the pre-migration 
stage (for information about the baseline data (N = 224) collected at the pre-migration stage, see 
Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2012). The T1 data of the present study were collected in Finland among 
recent migrants (time of residence M = 9.3 months, SD 4.0, range 3 to 15 months). These data were 
collected between October 2009 and April 2010 (T1, N = 153; 72% female; age M = 45.5 years, SD 
= 14), the T2 data between December 2011 and April 2012 (N = 136; 71% female; age M = 46.3 
years, SD = 14), and the T3 data between September 2012 and January 2013 (N = 85; 73% female; 
age M = 49.3 years, SD = 14). Participants were approached using contact information gained from 
the Finnish National Population Register. In addition to sending reminder letters, participants were 
encouraged to take part in the study by offering small gifts worth up to 10 euros. Participation in all 
stages of the project was voluntary, and consent for collecting follow-up data was obtained from 
each participant.  
Of those baseline participants (N = 224) who had migrated to Finland by the time of 
the first follow-up, almost all (95%) continued participating in the study. After that point, the 
number of participants decreased, with 86 per cent of T1 participants taking part in the T2 
measurement wave. Of the 112 potential participants who had at T2 given their permission at T2 to 
contact them for a final follow-up, 85 took part at T3 (76% of those giving their consent; 63% of all 
                                                          
2 INPRES (i.e., Intervening at the pre-migration stage: Providing tools for promoting integration and adaptation 
throughout the migration process) project 2008-2011; LADA (i.e., Longitudinal analysis of diaspora migration from 
Russia to Finland) project 2012-2015. 
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T2 participants). At that time, participants had lived in Finland for approximately three or four years 
(M = 34 months, SD = 3.9, range 27 to 40 months). Because the most notable drop in the rate of 
participation occurred in the last measurement wave, we focused our attrition analyses on this stage. 
In the earlier stages, no statistically significant selection bias was detected based on demographic 
variables (see Jasinskaja-Lahti et al., 2012). Support for collective action was measured only at T3, 
but we compared relevant demographic factors (i.e., gender, age, marital status, socioeconomic 
status, employment status, Finnish language proficiency, health status), as well as T2 Finnish 
national and Russian minority identification, and the perceived permeability of group boundaries 
between participants who did or did not participate in the last T3 data collection of the present 
study. No statistically significant differences were found. 
 
Measures 
Identification  
A six-item scale adapted from Mlickli and Ellemers (1996) and Phinney and Devich-Navarro 
(1997) was used at T1 and T2 to measure 1) Finnish national and 2) Russian minority identification 
(e.g., “I see myself as a member of Finnish society/a Russian”, “I am proud of being a member of 
Finnish society/a Russian”). Response options ranged from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 
agree, with higher scores denoting higher level of identification. The reliabilities of Finnish national 
and Russian minority identification scales were α = .89 and α = .94, respectively. 
 
Permeability 
The perceived permeability of group boundaries was measured at T1 and T2 with three items 
adapted from Mummendey, Klink, Mielke, Wenzel, and Blanz (1999). The items were: “No matter 
what effort s/he makes, a Russian immigrant will never become one of the Finns”, “For a Russian 
immigrant it is nearly impossible to be regarded in Finland as one of the Finns”, and “In principle, it 
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is not difficult for a Russian immigrant to be considered in Finland as one of the Finns”. The items 
were marked on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree), and reversed 
so that higher scores denoted higher levels of perceived permeability. The reliability of this scale 
was α = .80 at T1 and α = .71 at T2. 
 
Support for collective action 
Attitudes towards collective action were measured at T3 with seven items developed for the present 
study. Personal willingness to engage in collective action was measured with the following items: “I 
am ready to: (1) defend the rights of Russian-speaking immigrants in public debates; (2) verbally 
intervene in public, if I notice that Russian-speaking immigrants are discriminated against; (3) take 
part in cultural events organized by Russian-speaking immigrants in Finland”. With regards to 
support for the collective action of the Russian-speaking community, participants were asked: “In 
your opinion, should the Russian-speaking community in Finland contribute to the improvement of 
the situation of Russian-speaking immigrants in the country?” The participants expressed whether 
the “Russian-speaking community in Finland should: (1) have its own candidate in political 
elections, (2) defend the rights of Russian-speaking immigrants in public debates, (3) be ready to 
verbally intervene in public if Russian-speaking immigrants are discriminated against, and (4) 
organize cultural events for Russian-speaking immigrants in Finland. Both scales were marked on a 
five-point scale ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree), with higher scores denoting 
higher levels of support for collective action. The reliabilities of the scales measuring support for 
collective action were α = .87 (personal) and α = .85 (community).  
 
Data analysis 
The hypotheses were tested with path analysis; due to the small sample size at T3, observed instead 
of latent indicators for all variables were used. The hypothesized model was tested with Mplus 
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software, version 5.21 (full information Maximum Likelihood estimation). Indirect associations 
were tested with the bootstrapping method with 5000 resamples.  
 
Results 
Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. On average, support for collective action was quite 
high on both measures. The dependent variables correlated in expected directions with the 
predictors, but there was no statistically significant correlation between Russian identification and 
the rest of the variables. It should also be noted that there was quite a strong correlation between the 
two collective action measures, even though in exploratory Principal Component Analysis (with 
Direct Oblimin rotation) they formed two clearly distinct components (see Table 2).  
--- 
Insert Table 1 about here 
--- 
When testing the hypothesized model of the study (see Figure 2), the model fit was 
acceptable (χ2 (3, N = 153) = 6.57, p = .087, CFI = .958, RMSEA = .088 (CI 90%: .000 to .181). 
There were no direct associations between Russian identification and the two collective action 
measures, or between national identification and the two collective action measures. However, as 
regards our key interest, i.e., the hypothesized indirect association between national identification 
and support for collective action (H1), we found a marginally significant effect on support for the 
Russian-speaking community’s collective action (indirect effect = -.05 (S.E. = 03), p = .059, bias 
corrected CI 95% = -.11 to .00). However, there was no evidence of an indirect effect of national 
identification on personal willingness to engage in collective action (indirect effect = -.01 (S.E. = 
03), p = .739, bias corrected CI 95% = -.07 to .05).  
To summarize, H1 was supported when predicting support for the Russian-speaking 
community’s collective action. Even though the indirect effect was only marginally significant, the 
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simple effect of X (national identification) on M (perceived permeability) was significant, as was 
the partial effect of the M on Y when controlling for X (see Judd, Yzerbyt, & Muller, 2014 on 
procedures for assessing mediation). Importantly, as the level of perceived permeability of group 
boundaries at T1 was controlled for, our longitudinal design provided a rather conservative test of 
the effect of national identification at T1on perceived permeability at T2. Hence, the test of the 
indirect effect that includes this path was also conservative.  
--- 
Insert Figure 2 about here 
--- 
Additional analyses 
As noted above, subordinate Russian identification and support for community collective action 
were not associated. It could be argued that such an association would depend on the level of 
perceived discrimination (Wiley et al., 2014) – the unjust treatment of one’s ingroup (Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979). Thus, we conducted post-hoc tests to exclude possible interactions between 
perceived discrimination and Russian minority identification at T1. No significant interactions were 
found when predicting support for collective action at T3 (β = -.70, p = .137 for community’s 
collective action, and β = -.50, p = .307 for personal collective action). Thus, it seems that it is 
national superordinate identification that mostly accounts for recent ethnic migrants’ attitudes 
towards collective action. 
 As collective action has been suggested to require not only perceptions of 
impermeable group boundaries but also perceptions of illegitimate treatment (Tajfel & Turner, 
1979), it could also be asked whether the association between perceived permeability and support of 
collective action depends on the level of perceived discrimination. However, no significant 
interactions were found between perceived permeability and discrimination at T1 when predicting 
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support for collective action at T3 (β = -.48, p = .225 for support for community’s collective action, 
and β = .12, p = .775 for personal willingness to engage in collective action). 
 Finally, we tested the hypothesized model separately for the two collective action 
measures to make sure that possible indirect effects on support for personal collective action are not 
camouflaged because of the covariance between the two dependent variables. Again, when 
predicting support for community’s collective action (χ2 (2, N = 153) = 6.47, p = .039, CFI = .925, 
RMSEA = .121 (CI 90%: .023 to .230)), the indirect effect of national identification was marginally 
significant (-.047 (S.E. = .03), p = .076, bias corrected CI 95% = -.11 to .00). However, it should be 
noted that the model fit was suboptimal. When predicting personal willingness to engage in 
collective action (χ2 (2, N = 153) = 2.88, p = .237, CFI = .982, RMSEA = .054 (CI 90%: .000 to 
.178)), there was no indirect effect of national identification (-.01 (S.E.= .03), p = .725, bias 
corrected CI 95% = -.07 to .05). Thus, the interpretation of the results does not depend on whether 
the two measures of support for collective action are in the same or separate models. 
 
Discussion 
To our knowledge, this study was the first to show the mediating role of perceived permeability of 
group boundaries in the relationship between national superordinate identification and support for 
collective action. Namely, immigrants’ national identification was associated with lower levels of 
support for collective action via increased permeability. However, this association was found when 
predicting attitudes towards the collective action of the Russian-speaking minority in Finland, but 
not when assessing personal willingness to engage in collective action. One possible reason for this 
can be found from studies on perceived discrimination; the unfair treatment of one’s ingroup is 
typically reported to a greater degree than personal experiences of discrimination (see, e.g., Taylor, 
Wright, Moghaddam, & Lalonde, 1990). Thus, it is possible that collective action is also seen as 
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more important when it is a matter of the ingroup rather than oneself (for discussion, see also 
Haslam, 2004, and the study by Wright et al., 1990, on personal vs. group deprivation).  
Concerning limitations and points for future research to address, first, the sample size 
did not allow for full structural equation modeling nor for the controlling for all variables of interest 
at each time point. Second, support for collective action was measured only at T3 and, thus, could 
not be controlled for at earlier time points. Because of this, the suggested causal direction from 
permeability to collective action is not firmly established by these data and should be interpreted 
with caution.  
More longitudinal and experimental research is needed to confirm the suggested 
causal paths. Third, as the group studied was culturally and ethnically close to the majority, 
permeability might play a greater role in collective action tendencies as compared to other 
immigrant groups. It should also be noted that in the present sample, Russian minority identification 
was negatively associated with national superordinate identification. This is quite common in 
European immigration contexts, where many immigrants and ethnic minority group members find it 
difficult to combine subgroup identities with commitments to the nation-state (see e.g. Verkuyten & 
Yildiz, 2007). To confirm the generalizability of the present findings, more research conducted 
among various immigrant and other minority groups in different intergroup contexts is needed. 
To summarize, this study showed the value of approaching support for collective 
action not only in terms of the individual’s responsibility but also the community’s. It also 
contributed to the discussion on the ironic effects of superordinate identification (Jaśko & 
Kossowska, 2013) and intergroup contact (e.g., Saguy, Tausch, Dovidio, & Pratto, 2009). While 
identification with broader society can be seen as a positive indicator of immigrant integration, 
being close to the majority also allows immigrants perceive group boundaries as more permeable, 
making them less inclined to improve the position of the ingroup.  
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the variables used 
 
Variable 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. M SD 
1. Finnish identification T1      3.28 .82 
2. Russian identification T1 -.22*     3.11 1.16 
3. Permeability T1 .36** .07    2.25 .93 
4. Permeability T2 .39** -.03 .54**   2.10 .87 
5. CA personal T3 -.21 .05 -.26* -.11  3.75 .87 
6. CA community T3 -.22* .22 -.34** -.26* .54** 4.02 .74 
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01. N = 153 at T1, 136 at T2 and 85 at T3. When computing correlations, 
pairwise deletion was used. 
 
 
Table 2. Principal Component Analysis on items measuring support for collective action (rotated 
component matrix) 
 
Item Component 1 Component 2 Communalities 
Community: having a 
candidate in elections 
.93 .21 .73 
Community: defending 
the rights 
.84 -.12 .81 
Community: organizing 
cultural events 
.73 -.17 .65 
Community: intervening 
publically 
.70 -.20 .67 
Personal: intervening 
publically 
-.07 -.94 .86 
Personal: defending the 
rights 
.03 -.92 .83 
Personal: taking part in 
cultural events 
.20 -.72 .69 
Note: Bold figures indicate values >.30. The components explained 74.70 % of total variance. 
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Figure 1. The hypothesized model of the study.  
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